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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


The  Bow  River  below  Calgary  supports  a small  but  economically 
significant  guided  angling  industry^  and  in  1986  this 
industry  was  the  subject  of  a survey  conducted  as  part  of 
the  Bow  River  Recreation  Study.  Information  was  gathered  from 
all  the  guide  companies  operating  on  the  river  during  1986 
and  from  a sample  of  guided  anglers.  This  information  was 
used  to  establish  the  amount  of  guided  angling  activity  that 
occurred  during  1986  and  the  economic  values  associated  with 
this  activity. 

Activity 

Total  guided  angling  activity  during  the  1986  season  amounted 
to  2 960  angler-days.  This  consisted  of  1 191  guided  anglers 
who  fished  an  average  of  2.49  days. 

Survey  results  showed  that  83  per  cent  of  guided  anglers  were 
from  the  United  States,  12  per  cent  were  from  other  provinces 
in  Canada,  four  per  cent  were  Albertans,  and  the  remainder 
were  from  other  countries.  For  93  per  cent  of  guided  anglers, 
fishing  the  Bow  River  was  the  sole  reason  for  visiting  the 
Calgary  area. 

For  most  guided  anglers  (85  per  cent),  the  Bow  River  was 
rated  above  average  in  comparison  to  other  rivers  they  had 
fished.  More  than  70  per  cent  were  extremely  satisfied  with 
their  fishing  trip,  and  95  per  cent  expected  to  make  return 
visits  to  the  Bow  River  in  the  future. 

Economic  Values 

The  total  economic  values  associated  with  guided  angling  on 
the  Bow  River  amounted  to  $2.59  million  (±  0.32  million). 
This  represents  the  total  amount  of  money  that  guided  anglers 
spent  to  fish  the  Bow  River  during  1986.  Guide  fees  accounted 
for  about  40  per  cent  of  these  expenditures. 

Spending  by  guided  anglers  visiting  Alberta  to  fish  on  the 
Bow  River  added  approximately  $1.95  million  to  the  provincial 
economy  during  1986. 
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FOREWORD 


In  the  spring  of  1986,  the  Resource  Evaluation  and  Planning 
Branch  of  Alberta  Forestry,  Lands  and  Wildlife  (then  Alberta 
Energy  and  Natural  Resources)  commissioned  Reid  Crowther  & 
Partners  Ltd.  of  Calgary  to  undertake  an  assessment  of  the 
recreational  use  of  the  Bow  River  and  to  ascertain  the 
economic  values  associated  with  this  use. 

Due  to  the  diversity  of  recreational  activities  that  occur 
within  the  river  valley  during  the  course  of  a year,  it  was 
evident  at  the  outset  of  the  study  that  a single  user  survey 
program  would  not  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  the 
information  objectives  of  the  study.  Eventually,  three 
different  surveys  were  used  to  collect  information  on  the 
specific  types  of  recreational  activity  that  occur  on  the  Bow 
River  during  an  entire  year. 


The  results  of  the  three  survey  programs  conducted  as  part  of 
the  Bow  River  Recreation  Study  are  presented  as  four  volumes 
that  are  numbered  and  titled  as  follows; 


Volume  1 
Volume  2 
Volume  3 
Volume  4 ^ 


Summary 
River  Surveys 
Guided  Angler  Survey 
Household  Survey 


This  document  consists  of  Volume  3 and  describes  the  Guided 
Angler  Survey.  Further  information  about  the  other  volumes 
listed  above  can  be  obtained  by  contacting: 


Information  Centre 

Alberta  Forestry,  Lands  and  Wildlife 
Main  Floor,  Bramalea  Building 
9920  - 108  Street 
Edmonton,  Alberta  T5K  2C9 
(403)  427-3590 
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1 . 0 INTRODUCTION 


In  recent  years,  the  Bow  River  near  Calgary  has  been  gaining 
recognition  as  an  important  recreational  resource.  The 
proximity  of  the  river  to  Calgary  leads  to  extensive  use  by 
city  residents  who  use  the  river  valley  for  fishing,  boating, 
swimming  and  a variety  of  land-based  recreational  activities. 
In  addition,  the  river  has  gained  an  international  reputation 
for  large  and  abundant  brown  and  rainbow  trout,  and  now 
attracts  fishermen  from  the  world  over. 

As  well  as  being  used  for  recreation,  the  Bow  River  serves 
southern  Alberta  as  an  important  source  of  water  for 
irrigation,  domestic  and  industrial  purposes.  Demand  for 
these  uses  is  increasing,  and  the  provincial  government  is 
faced  with  decisions  regarding  how  best  to  allocate  water 
among  recreation  and  other  uses. 

In  the  past,  water  uses  such  as  irrigation  have  received  high 
priority  in  water  management  decisions  at  least  in  part 
because  the  economic  benefits  of  these  uses  could  be  readily 
demonstrated.  For  recreational  use  of  the  river,  however, 
very  little  was  known  about  the  amount  of  recreational 
activity  that  occurs  or  the  economic  and  social  benefits 
associated  with  that  use.  Thus,  river  basin  planners  have 
lacked  basic  information  necessary  to  evaluate  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  allocating  water  to  recreational  use. 

In  1986,  this  situation,  together  with  concerns  raised  by 
public  interest  groups  such  as  Trout  Unlimited,  resulted  in 
the  Resource  Evaluation  and  Planning  Branch  of  Alberta 
Forestry,  Lands  and  Wildlife  commissioning  a study  of 
recreation  on  the  Bow  River.  A steering  committee  was  formed 
and  included  representatives  from  Alberta  Environment, 
Alberta  Tourism,  Alberta  Recreation  and  Parks,  Alberta 
Forestry,  Lands  and  Wildlife,  and  Trout  Unlimited.  This 
steering  committee  prepared  a terms  of  reference  for  a 
comprehensive  study  of  recreation  and  associated  economic 
values . 

To  address  the  full  spectrum  of  recreational  activity  that 
occurs  in  the  Bow  River  valley  during  an  entire  year,  a total 
of  three  major  surveys  were  designed  and  implemented.  The 
guided  angler  survey  was  one  of  these  studies,  and  was 
developed  to  determine  the  extent  of  guided  angler  activity 
during  the  summer  and  fall  of  1986.  The  results  of  that 
survey  are  presented  in  this  report. 
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1 . 1 study  Objectives 


The  principal  objective  of  the  guided  angler  survey  was  to 
gather  information  about  the  number  of  people  who  use  the 
services  of  angling  guides  operating  on  the  Bow  River,  and  to 
determine  the  economic  benefits  resulting  from  this  type  of 
river  use.  The  study  period  was  chosen  to  cover  the  peak 
season  for  guided  angling  activities;  this  season  started 
June  1 and  ended  September  3,  1986. 


At  the  outset  of  the  Bow  River  Recreation  Study,  it  was 
decided  that  recreational  activities  by  guided  anglers 
warranted  special  attention.  There  were  two  reasons  for  this. 
First,  the  extent  of  guided  angler  activities  has  been 
increasing  rapidly  in  recent  years,  and  increased  activity  is 
expected  in  the  future  as  more  and  more  people  learn  about 
the  high  quality  trout  fishing  offered  by  the  Bow  River.  A 
small  guiding  industry  has  also  been  developing  in  the 
Calgary  area,  and  this  industry  provides  important  employment 
and  income  benefits  for  the  region.  Given  this  potential  for 
industry  growth,  and  to  understand  the  implications  of  this 
growth  on  the  fishery  resources  of  the  river,  it  was  decided 
to  conduct  a closer  examination  of  guided  angling  activities 
than  would  otherwise  be  possible  using  the  survey  procedures 
employed  in  the  assessment  of  water-based  and  land-based 
recreational  activities  (see  volumes  2 and  4 of  this  series). 


The  second  reason  for  conducting  a separate  study  of  guided 
anglers  involved  practical  reasons.  It  was  felt  that 
interviews  with  guided  anglers  in  the  field  would  interfere 
with  the  business  operations  of  the  guides,  and  could  affect 
the  levels  of  enjoyment  experienced  by  paying  customers. 
Thus,  field  surveys  were  considered  impractical  for  guided 
anglers  and  an  alternate  survey  method  was  developed.  The 
survey  method  eventually  adopted  and  the  results  of  this 
survey  are  addressed  in  the  remainder  of  this  report. 

1 . 2 Organization  of  the  Report 

This  report  has  been  prepared  to  provide  a summary  of  the 
information  collected  from  guided  anglers  during  the  summer 
and  fall  of  1986.  The  material  is  largely  descriptive  in 
nature  and  is  based  on  direct  interpretation  of  sample 
information.  Estimates  of  total  guided  angler  activity  are 
based  on  information  provided  by  the  10  guiding  companies 
contacted  during  the  survey. 

In  preparing  this  document,  consideration  was  given  to  three 
major  questions: 

• How  much  guided  angler  activity  occurs  on  the  Bow  River? 
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• Who  uses  angling  guides  to  fish  the  river? 

■ What  are  the  economic  benefits  associated  with  guided 
angling  activities? 

These  questions  are  addressed  in  sections  3.0,  4.0  and  5.0  of 
this  report.  A brief  overview  of  how  the  survey  was  conducted 
is  presented  in  Section  2.0.  Section  6.0  provides  a summary 
of  study  findings. 

1 . 3 Study  Area 

The  study  area  for  the  Bow  River  Recreation  Study  was  defined 
as  the  stretch  of  the  Bow  River  between  Bearspaw  Dam  and  the 
Blackfoot  Indian  Reserve  (Figure  1).  This  stretch  of  river  is 
111  kilometres  in  length. 

While  this  study  area  definition  was  adopted  for  the  study  of 
water-based  recreational  activities,  discussions  with  angling 
guides  indicated  that  all  guided  angling  activity  occurs 
below  the  Highway  22X  bridge  since  the  river  below  this  point 
provides  the  best  habitat  for  trout.  This  part  of  the  river 
corresponds  to  reaches  3 and  4,  as  defined  in  the  study  of 
water-based  recreational  activities,  and  detailed  maps  of 
these  reaches  are  presented  in  figures  2 and  3. 

The  section  of  the  river  used  by  guided  anglers  has  a number 
of  general  characteristics  that  make  it  different  from  the 
upper  half  of  the  river  (reaches  1 and  2).  For  example, 
reaches  3 and  4 both  lie  outside  the  Calgary  City  limits. 
There  are  also  very  few  public  access  points  along  reaches  3 
and  4,  so  that  recreationists  must  use  boats  to  gain  access 
to  most  of  this  part  of  the  river.  Water  quality  in  the  lower 
reaches  is  poorer  than  in  the  upper  half  of  the  study  area 
because  of  discharges  from  two  city  sewage  treatment  plants. 
These  same  water  quality  conditions,  however,  promote 
aquatic  growth  which  has  indirectly  produced  the  large  trout 
that  attract  anglers  from  all  over  the  world. 
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2 . 0  METHODOLOGY 


Compared  to  the  other  surveys  conducted  as  part  of  the  Bow 
River  Recreation  Study,  the  methodology  used  for  the  guided 
angler  survey  was  quite  simple.  The  total  population  of 
guided  anglers  could  easily  be  determined  by  obtaining  client 
listings  for  the  year  from  each  of  the  guiding  companies 
operating  during  1986.  Information  about  guided  anglers  could 
then  be  obtained  by  conducting  surveys  with  a representative 
sample  of  these  anglers.  Each  of  these  two  elements  is 
described  below. 

2 . 1 Interviews  with  Guides 

Discussions  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Division  of  Alberta 
Forestry,  Lands  and  Wildlife  indicated  that  only  10 
guides/guiding  companies  would  be  operating  on  the  Bow  River 
in  1986.  At  the  outset  of  the  study,  each  of  these  guides  was 
contacted  by  mail  and  given  details  of  why  the  study  was 
being  undertaken  and  what  information  would  be  required  from 
them.  These  letters  were  followed  by  personal  meetings  with 
the  guides  during  June;  eventually,  six  guides  provided  a 
preliminary  list  of  clients  expected  during  the  season.  These 
lists  were  combined  and  used  to  develop  a strategy  for 
conducting  interviews  with  a random  sample  of  anglers. 

Once  the  angler  interviews  were  completed  and  guiding 
operations  for  1986  ceased,  angling  guides  were  again 
contacted,  first  by  mail  then  over  the  telephone,  to 
determine  how  many  clients  they  had  actually  guided  during 
the  season.  Each  guide  eventually  provided  a complete  count 
of  the  number  of  clients  (1  191  anglers)  and  total  angler 
effort  (2  960  angler-days).  This  information  was  assumed  to 
provide  a complete  assessment  of  guided  angler  activity  for 
1986  and  has  been  adopted  as  the  basis  for  the  remainder  of 
this  analysis. 

2 . 2 Interviews  with  Anglers 

Development  of  a methodology  for  conducting  interviews  with  a 
representative  sample  of  guided  anglers  proved  to  be 
logistically  difficult.  As  noted  earlier,  it  was  decided  that 
field  interviews  would  be  highly  disruptive,  so  an  alternate 
approach  for  conducting  interviews  was  required.  This  subject 
was  discussed  with  some  of  the  guides  and  it  was  learned  that 
the  vast  majority  of  guided  anglers  stay  at  two  hotels  in  the 
city  and  it  was  decidede  that  these  hotels  would  be  ideal 
locations  for  interviews.  It  was  also  learned  that  most 
anglers  leave  the  river  late  in  the  day  and  then  frequently 
participate  in  other  activities.  This  meant  that  evening 
interviews  would  be  impractical.  Thus,  it  was  decided  to 
interview  anglers  in  their  hotels  in  the  morning  before  they 
went  fishing. 
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Selection  of  fishermen  for  interviews  was  done  using  the 
preliminary  client  schedules  provided  by  the  guides  at  the 
outset  of  the  survey.  Days  were  selected  at  random  throughout 
the  summer  period.  Survey  crews  were  instructed  to  visit 
hotels  on  these  days  and  to  interview  as  many  of  the  listed 
clients  as  possible.  This  approach  was  expected  to  provide 
contact  with  a representative  sample  of  guided  anglers. 

A questionnaire  for  guided  anglers  was  designed  and  submitted 
to  the  steering  committee  for  review.  The  questionnaire  was 
patterned  after  the  one  used  for  the  river  survey,  but 
addressed  slightly  different  information.  A copy  this 
questionnaire  may  be  found  in  Appendix  I of  this  report. 

Implementation  of  this  approach  proved  difficult.  Survey 
crews  were  often  unable  to  find  or  identify  guided  anglers 
and  usually  had  less  than  one  hour  per  morning  to  conduct 
several  interviews.  Guides  were  contacted  prior  to  interview 
days  so  that  they  could  inform  their  clients  of  the  study  and 
encourage  their  co-operation.  Client  lists  were  also  updated 
as  the  study  proceeded,  but  were  never  completely  accurate. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  survey  program  on  September  3,  a 
total  of  76  interviews  had  been  completed  on  33  days.  This 
meant  that  interviews  had  been  conducted  on  one  out  of  every 
three  days  during  the  survey  period.  The  client  counts  later 
provided  by  the  guides  showed  that  there  were  about  970 
anglers  active  during  this  period.  This  represents  a sampling 
fraction  of  less  than  eight  per  cent  and  this  small  fraction 
can  be  directly  related  to  the  difficulties  inherent  in 
survey  implementation.  However,  the  use  of  random  selection 
methods  helped  assure  that  those  anglers  interviewed  were 
representative  of  the  population  of  guided  anglers.  The 
remainder  of  this  analysis  is  based  on  the  results  of  these 
76  interviews. 

2 . 3 Statistical  Presentation 

In  conducting  the  analysis  of  the  survey  information,  the 
accuracy  of  estimates  for  some  important  parameters  has  been 
described  in  terms  of  confidence  intervals.  These  confidence 
intervals  are  depicted  with  a '±'  sign  and  denote  that  there 
is  95  per  cent  confidence  that  the  true  measure  of  the 
parameter  is  within  the  indicated  range. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  small  sample  size  for  subsamples 
of  guided  anglers  prevents  detailed  analysis  of  results  for 
these  subsamples.  Consequently,  survey  results  are  provided 
for  guided  anglers  as  a whole. 
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3.0  ANGLING  ACTIVITIES 


The  first  objective  of  the  guided  angler  survey  was  to 
determine  how  much  activity  actually  occured  on  the  Bow  River 
during  fishing  season.  Actual  counts  of  the  number  of  guided 
anglers  were  provided  by  the  guides  themselves.  Information 
describing  the  nature  of  guided  angler  trips  to  the  Calgary 
area  was  gathered  during  interviews  with  the  anglers. 

3 . 1 Amount  of  Angling  Activity 

Records  provided  by  the  10  angling  guides  active  on  the  Bow 
River  indicated  that  1 191  anglers  used  guiding  services 
during  the  summer  and  fall  of  1986.  Total  angler  effort  for 
this  group  amounted  to  2 960  angler-days  and,  as  shown  in 
Table  1,  this  represents  an  average  of  2.49  days  per  angler. 

The  data  from  the  guides  showed  a considerable  amount  of 
variation  in  guided  angling  activity  during  different  months 
of  the  year.  These  variations  are  presented  in  Table  2.  Due 
to  high  water  conditions  in  June,  some  angling  guides  did  not 
start  their  operations  until  July.  This  meant  that  less  than 
10  per  cent  of  guided  angler  activity  occurred  during  June, 
and  this  was  considered  by  the  guides  to  be  below  average. 
July  and  August  were  the  peak  months  for  guided  angling;  all 
guides  were  active  and  almost  three-quarters  of  guided 
angling  occurred  during  this  period.  The  amount  of  guided 
angling  activity  fell  off  substantially  during  the  fall 
months  (September  through  November),  with  less  than  one  per 
cent  occurring  after  the  end  of  September. 

3 . 2 Trip  Characteristics 

While  the  data  showed  that  guided  anglers  spent  an  average  of 
2.49  days  fishing,  this  time  represented  only  one  part  of  a 
longer  trip  to  the  Calgary  area.  As  shown  in  Table  3,  guided 
anglers  actually  spent  about  6.28  days  per  visit  in  Alberta 
and  90  per  cent  of  this  time  (5.73  days)  was  spent  in  the 
Calgary  area.  On  this  basis,  guided  anglers  fished  slightly 
less  than  half  of  the  days  spent  in  the  Calgary  area. 

The  survey  data  also  indicate  that  most  surveys  were 
conducted  with  guided  anglers  about  half-way  through  their 
fishing  trip.  At  the  time  of  the  interview,  guided  anglers 
had  spent  3.28  days  in  Alberta  (52  per  cent  of  the  trip)  and 
2.17  days  fishing  (87  per  cent  of  time  spent  fishing). 
Consequently,  opinion  and  other  survey  data  provided  by 
anglers  are  based  on  their  actual  use  of  the  river,  not  on 
their  expectations  or  the  reputation  of  the  Bow  River. 
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TABLE  1 


SUMMARY  OF  GUIDED  ANGLER  ACTIVITY 


Total  Number  of  Guided  Anglers: 
Total  Angling  Activity: 

Average  Effort  per  Angler: 


1 191 

2 960  angler-days 

2.49  angler-days  ± 0.48 


TABLE  2 

MONTHLY  VARIATIONS  IN  GUIDED  ANGLER  ACTIVITY 

Per  cent  of  Per  cent  of  Number  of  Amount  of 
Guides  Active  Activity  Anglers  Activity 


(angler-days ) 


June 

62.5 

8.6 

102 

255 

July 

100.0 

33.3 

396 

985 

August 

100.0 

39.5 

470 

1 169 

September 

75.0 

17.7 

211 

525 

October 

12.5 

0.7 

9 

21 

November 

12.5 

0.2 

3 

5 

TOTAL 

. 

100.0 

1 191 

2 960 

TABLE  3 

TRIP  CHARACTERISTICS 
(Sample  Results) 

Estimate 

95% 

C.I. 

Days 

Spent 

in 

Alberta 

6.28 

days 

+ 

0.67 

Days 

Spent 

in 

Calgary  Area 

5.73 

days 

0.52 

Days 

Spent 

in 

Alberta  Prior  to  Interview 

3.28 

days 

+ 

0.48 

Days 

Spent 

Fishing  Prior  to  Interview 

2. 17 

days 

+ 

0.37 
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3 . 3 Trip  Purpose 


During  the  survey ^ guided  anglers  were  asked  a number  of 
questions  about  why  they  decided  to  visit  the  Calgary  area. 
The  responses  to  these  questions  are  shown  in  tables  4 to  6, 
and  demonstrate  that  fishing  the  Bow  River  was  the  major 
attraction  for  the  majority  of  anglers.  Nearly  95  per  cent 
listed  sport  fishing  as  the  main  reason  for  visiting  the 
Calgary  area;  92  per  cent  listed  Calgary  as  their  principal 
destination;  and  93  per  cent  cited  the  Bow  River  as  their 
sole  reason  for  deciding  to  visit  the  Calgary  area. 

Anglers  were  also  asked  to  identify  the  factors  that  helped 
them  decide  to  fish  the  Bow  River.  A maximum  of  three  such 
factors  were  recorded  for  each  angler,  and  a summary  of 
responses  is  found  in  Table  7.  The  data  show  that  the 
majority  of  anglers  based  their  decision  to  visit  the  Bow 
River  on  the  basis  of  personal  recommendations;  this  factor 
was  cited  by  nearly  60  per  cent  of  all  guided  anglers. 
Magazine  articles  were  listed  second  (43  per  cent)  and  the 
reputation  for  big  and  plentiful  fish  was  listed  third  (31 
per  cent) . About  13  per  cent  of  guided  anglers  cited  past 
experience  with  the  river  as  a deciding  factor. 

3 . 4 Ancflinq  Activities 

It  was  noted  earlier  that  guided  anglers  fished  2.49  days 
during  their  trip,  and  most  interviews  were  conducted  with 
people  who  had  nearly  completed  their  angling  activities. 
Survey  results  also  showed  that  94  per  cent  of  anglers  who 
had  fished  prior  to  the  interview  had  caught  fish. 

Guided  anglers  were  asked  whether  they  preferred  to  catch 
brown  trout  or  rainbow  trout.  While  64  per  cent  expressed  no 
preference,  20  per  cent  were  found  to  prefer  rainbow  trout 
and  the  remainder  (16  per  cent)  preferred  brown  trout. 
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TABLE  4 


REASONS  FOR  VISITING  CALGARY 
(Sample  Results) 

Reason  Number  of  Per  cent 


Responses of  Total 


Sport  Fishing 

71 

94.7 

Visiting  Friends  and/or  Relatives 

1 

1.3 

General  Vacation  or  Pleasure 

2 

2.6 

Other  (Medical  Convention) 

1 

1.3 

TOTAL 

75 

100.0 

TABLE  5 

PURPOSE  OF  TRIPS  TO  CALGARY 

(Sample  Results) 

Trip  Purpose 

Number  of 

Per  cent 

Responses 

of  Total 

Principal 

Destination 

67 

91.8 

Part  of  a 

Longer 

Trip 

6 

8.2 

TOTAL 

73 

100.0 

TABLE  6 


IMPORTANCE  OF  THE  BOW  RIVER  IN  DECIDING  TO 
VISIT  THE  CALGARY  AREA 
(Sample  Results) 


Trip  Purpose 

Number  of 
Responses 

Per  cent 
of  Total 

No  Importance 

1 

1.3 

Minor  Importance 

0 

0.0 

Major  Importance 

4 

5.3 

Sole  Reason 

70 

93.3 

TOTAL 

73 

100.0 
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TABLE  7 


REASONS  FOR  CHOOSING  TO  FISH  THE  BOW  RIVER 
(Sample  Results  - Per  cent) 


Reason 

First 

Reason 

Second 

Reason 

Third 

Reason 

Total 

Personal  Recommendation 

39.2 

14.9 

5.4 

59.5 

Magazine 

28.4 

12.2 

2.7 

43.3 

Big/Plentiful  Fish 

20.3 

10.8 

0.0 

31.1 

Past  Experience 

5.4 

8.1 

0.0 

13.5 

Guide 

1.4 

4.0 

1.4 

6.8 

Good  Fishing 

4. 1 

0.0 

2.7 

6.8 

Present/Gift 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

Scenery 

0.0 

0.0 

1.4 

1.4 
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TABLE  8 


RESIDENCY  OF  GUIDED  ANGLERS 


Place  of 
Residence 

Number 
of  Anqlers 

Per  cent 
of  Total 

Number  of 
Responses 

Per  cent 
of  Total 

Alberta 

51 

4.3 

1 

1.3 

Canada 

145 

12.2 

2 

2.7 

United  States 

990 

83.1 

71 

94.7 

Other 

5 

0.4 

1 

1.3 

TOTAL 

1 191 

100.0 

75 

100.0 

FIGURE  4 

RESIDENCY  OF  GUIDED  ANGLERS 
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4.0  GUIDED  ANGLER  CHARACTERISTICS 


During  the  angler  interviews,  many  of  the  questions  addressed 
the  characteristics  of  the  anglers  themselves.  Where  were 
they  from?  Did  they  enjoy  their  visit?  Do  they  plan  to  return 
to  fish  in  the  Bow  River?  The  answers  to  these  questions  are 
presented  in  this  section  and  provide  a general  description 
of  the  existing  market  for  guided  angling  services. 

4 . 1 Origin  of  Anglers 

Prior  to  the  survey  program,  angling  guides  claimed  that  the 
vast  majority  of  their  clients  were  from  the  United  States. 
This  was  confirmed  at  the  end  of  the  season  by  the  guides, 
many  of  whom  kept  count  of  their  clients  by  place  of 
residence,  and  by  information  from  interviews  with  guided 
anglers.  Angler  origins  are  shown  in  Table  8 and  Figure  4 
which  indicate  that  five  out  of  six  guided  anglers  (83.1  per 
cent)  were  from  the  United  States.  Residents  of  other 
provinces  and  territories  in  Canada  represented  the  next 
largest  client  group  (12.2  per  cent),  while  people  from  other 
countries  were  the  smallest  group  (0.4  per  cent).  The 
remaining  guided  anglers  (4.3  per  cent)  were  residents  of 
Alberta . 

Of  anglers  from  the  United  States,  the  majority  came  from 
California  (20  per  cent),  Texas  (17  per  cent)  and  Colorado 
(14  per  cent).  The  remaining  49  per  cent  of  U.S.  anglers  came 
from  19  other  states. 

Canadian  anglers  interviewed  during  the  survey  were  from 
Ontario  and  British  Columbia. 

One  angler  from  Argentina  was  interviewed  during  the  survey, 
and  it  was  learned  that  other  guided  anglers  came  from  New 
Zealand,  Pakistan,  Japan  and  Germany. 

Table  8 also  shows  that  the  guided  anglers  interviewed  by 
field  staff  were  not  exactly  representative  of  the  entire 
client  group.  Anglers  from  outside  Canada  were  over- 
represented in  the  survey  results,  while  guided  anglers  from 
Alberta  and  other  provinces  in  Canada  were  almost  missed 
entirely.  This  difference  can  be  partly  attributed  to  the 
sampling  methods  that  made  no  allowances  for  anglers  who  did 
not  use  commercial  accommodations  (hotels)  while  in  Calgary. 
Unfortunately,  the  survey  results  for  each  user  group  cannot 
be  weighted  to  compensate  for  over-representation  owing  to 
the  small  sample  sizes  for  some  groups.  Consequently, 
differences  in  characteristics  between  groups  of  different 
origins  have  been  excluded  from  the  remainder  of  the 
analysis . 
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TABLE  9 


TYPES  OF  VISITOR  GROUPS 
(Sample  Results) 

Group  Type  Number  of  Per  cent 


Responses of  Total 


Single 

7 

9.2 

Couple 

13 

17.1 

Family 

15 

19.7 

Friends 

36 

47.4 

Family  and  Friends 

3 

3.9 

Organized  Group 

2 

2.6 

TOTAL 

76 

100.0 

Group  Size 

TABLE  10 

GROUP  SIZE  CHARACTERISTICS 
(Sample  Results) 

Number  of 
Responses 

Per  cent 
of  Total 

1 

6 

8.0 

2 to  5 

60 

80.0 

6 to  10 

6 

8.0 

More  than  10 

3 

4.0 

TOTAL 

75 

100.0 

Average  Party  Size 

3.44 

95  Per  cent  C.I. 

± 0.53 

TABLE  11 

GUIDED  ANGLERS;  PARTICIPATION  IN 

ACTIVITIES 
(Sample  Results) 

Activity  Per  cent  of 

Angling  Parties 

OTHER  RECREATIONAL 

Amount  of  Per  cent 

Activity  of  Total 

Sightseeing 

22.4 

(user-days ) 
106 

53.0 

Calgary  Stampede 

5.3 

60 

30.0 

Shopping 

3.9 

17 

8.5 

Golfing 

5.3 

9 

4.5 

Camping 

1 . 3 

4 

2.0 

Fishing  in  Other 

Areas  2.6 

4 

2.0 

TOTAL 

32.9 

200 

100.0 
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4 . 2  Type  of  Visitor  Group  and  Group  Size 


The  majority  of  guided  anglers  made  their  visit  to  the 
Calgary  area  with  a group  of  people;  only  9.2  per  cent  of 
survey  respondents  made  the  trip  to  Calgary  by  themselves.  As 
shown  in  Table  9,  nearly  half  of  all  guided  anglers  visited 
the  Calgary  area  with  a group  of  friends,  while  20  per  cent 
visited  as  a family.  Another  17  per  cent  of  guided  anglers 
came  to  Calgary  as  a married  couple.  Only  about  three  per 
cent  of  anglers  visited  as  part  of  an  organized  group. 

Group  size  information  for  these  visitor  parties  is  also 
shown  in  Table  10.  The  average  size  of  visitor  parties  was 
found  to  be  3.44  persons,  and  80  per  cent  of  parties 
consisted  of  between  two  and  five  people. 

It  should  be  noted  that  not  all  members  of  each  party 
actually  went  fishing;  some  party  members  accompanied  the 
fishing  parties  on  the  river  while  others  participated  in 
other  types  of  activities.  Survey  responses  show  that  nearly 
one-third  of  guided  angling  parties  participated  in  a variety 
of  other  recreational  activities  while  on  their  trip. 
Sightseeing  was  the  most  significant  of  these  activities  (see 
Table  11),  while  visits  to  the  Calgary  Stampede  and  golfing 
were  of  secondary  importance. 

4 . 3 Age  and  Sex  Characteristics 

The  age  and  sex  characteristics  of  guided  anglers  interviewed 
are  shown  in  Table  12.  The  data  show  that  the  vast  majority 
of  fishermen  (96  per  cent)  were  men.  The  age  characteristics 
of  anglers  suggest  a bell-shaped  distribution  with  the 
greatest  proportion  of  anglers  being  in  the  45  to  54  age 
category.  This  age  distribution  is  much  different  than  the 
corresponding  distribution  for  other  Bow  River  users,  with  a 
much  higher  proportion  of  guided  anglers  being  in  the  higher 
age  categories.  For  example,  only  12  per  cent  of  guided 
anglers  were  less  than  35  years  old  while  nearly  59  per  cent 
of  other  river  users  fit  this  category. 

4 . 4 Income  Characteristics 

The  income  characteristics  for  guided  anglers  are  presented 
in  Table  13.  Most  responses  were  given  in  US  dollars  and 
Canadian  dollar  equivalents  were  determined  using  an  exchange 
rate  of  1.385,  which  was  the  average  rate  during  the  summer 
of  1986.  The  table  clearly  indicates  that  most  guided  anglers 
are  quite  affluent,  with  almost  two  of  every  three  reporting 
annual  gross  incomes  in  excess  of  $97  000  Canadian  (or 
$70  000  US) . 
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TABLE  12 


AGE  AND  SEX  OF  GUIDED  ANGLERS 
(Sample  Results  - Per  cent) 


Aqe 

Males 

Females 

Total 

20  to  34 

Years 

10.8 

1.4 

12.2 

35  to  44 

Years 

20.3 

1.3 

21.6 

45  to  54 

Years 

29.7 

0.0 

29.7 

55  to  64 

Years 

21 . 6 

0.0 

21.6 

65  Years 

& Older 

13.6 

1.3 

14.9 

TOTAL 

96.0 

4.0 

100.0 

TABLE  13 

INCOME  OF  GUIDED  ANGLERS 
(Sample  Results) 


Income  Number  of  Per  cent  Income 

(Canadian  $) Respondents  of  Total (US  $) 


$13 

850  - 

$27 

699 

1 

1.4 

($10  000 

- $19 

999) 

$27 

700  - 

$41 

549 

1 

1.4 

($20  000 

- $29 

999) 

$41 

550  - 

$55 

399 

3 

4.2 

($30  000 

- $39 

999) 

$55 

400  - 

$69 

249 

6 

8.3 

($40  000 

- $49 

999) 

$69 

250  - 

$83 

099 

7 

9.7 

($50  000 

- $59 

999) 

$83 

100  - 

$96 

949 

7 

9.7 

($60  000 

- $69 

999) 

Over 

• $96 

949 

47 

65.3 

(Over  $70 

000) 

TOTAL 


72 100.0 
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4 . 5  Angler  Satisfaction 


A mimber  of  different  methods  were  used  to  determine  angler 
satisfaction.  The  first  method  was  to  determine  the  number  of 
people  making  repeat  visits  to  the  river.  The  survey  results 
in  Table  14  show  that  about  half  the  anglers  (52  per  cent) 
were  making  a repeat  visit  to  the  Bow  River,  and  this 
percentage  suggests  high  angler  satisfaction. 

This  conclusion  is  supported  by  the  answers  to  a second 
question  on  recreational  quality.  Guided  anglers  were  asked 
to  rate  the  quality  of  fishing  in  terms  of  their  level  of 
satisfaction.  The  responses  (Table  15)  showed  that  more  than 
70  per  cent  were  extremely  satisfied  with  recreational 
quality.  The  reason  for  this  high  satisfaction  was  reported 
to  be  good  fishing  in  most  cases,  but  other  reasons  included 
clean  surroundings,  scenery  and  good  guiding  services.  About 
one-quarter  of  guided  anglers  were  only  somewhat  satisfied 
with  recreation  quality,  and  reasons  for  this  rating  included 
good  fishing  and  poor  weather  conditions.  Dissatisfaction 
with  recreation  quality  was  reported  by  only  four  per  cent  of 
survey  respondents,  and  this  dissatisfaction  was  due  to 
strictly  to  poor  fishing  that  often  resulted  from  high  muddy 
water  conditions. 

Guided  anglers  were  also  asked  to  rate  the  quality  of  fishing 
on  the  Bow  River  in  comparison  to  other  rivers  they  visit 
(see  Table  16).  Survey  results  again  indicate  high  user 
satisfaction.  The  vast  majority  of  guided  anglers  (85  per 
cent)  rated  the  Bow  River  to  be  of  above  average  quality; 
only  one  respondent  gave  a below  average  quality  rating. 

4 . 6  Annual  Recreation  Patterns 

Guided  anglers  were  very  active  fishermen.  Survey  results 
indicate  that  guided  anglers  participate  in  fishing  an 
average  42.6  days  per  year  (±  7.0  days),  and  many  (17  per 
cent)  reported  fishing  more  than  100  days  during  an  average 
year . 


4 . 7  Future  Use  Expectations 

One  of  the  secondary  objectives  of  the  survey  was  to  estimate 
the  extent  to  which  recreation  activity  on  the  Bow  River  may 
change  in  future  years.  For  guided  anglers,  this  entailed 
asking  questions  about  whether  they  planned  to  return  to  fish 
the  Bow  River  later  in  the  season  and/or  in  future  years. 
Survey  responses  to  these  questions  are  summarized  in  tables 
17  and  18. 
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TABLE  14 


PAST  EXPERIENCE  WITH  THE  BOW  RIVER 
(Sample  Results) 


Fished  on  the  Bow 

Number  of 

Per  cent 

Prior  to  1986 

Responses 

of  Total 

Yes 

36 

48.0 

No 

39 

52.0 

TOTAL 

75 

100.0 

TABLE  15 

SATISFACTION  WITH 

RECREATION  QUALITY 

(Sample 

Results ) 

Level  of 

Number  of 

Per  cent 

Satisfaction 

Responses 

of  Total 

Extremely  Satisfied 

52 

71.2 

Somewhat  Satisfied 

18 

24.7 

Dissatisfied 

3 

4.1 

TOTAL 

73 

100.0 

TABLE  16 

COMPARISON  OF  THE  BOW  RIVER  TO  OTHER  RECREATION  RESOURCES 

(Sample  Results) 


Comparative  Number  of  Per  cent 

Quality  Rating Responses of  Total 


Above  Average 

63 

85. 1 

Average 

10 

13.5 

Below  Average 

1 

1.4 

Total 

74 

100.0 
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The  results  in  Table  17  indicate  that  very  few  guided  anglers 
would  make  more  than  one  trip  to  the  Bow  River  during  1986; 
only  12  per  cent  of  the  anglers  interviewed  indicated  that 
they  might  make  a repeat  visit. 

Nearly  all  the  guided  anglers  surveyed  (95  per  cent)  stated 
that  they  would  return  to  the  Bow  River  again  in  future 
years,  and  the  remainder  were  unsure.  Detailed  analysis  of 
this  information  indicated  that  even  those  people  reporting 
low  satisfaction  levels  planned  to  return. 

4 . 8 Survey  Comments 

While  the  survey  was  designed  to  collect  information  about 
guided  angling  activities,  many  of  the  people  interviewed 
took  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  river  and  their  visit 
to  the  Calgary  area.  In  total,  23  people  made  such  comments 
and  this  represents  about  30  per  cent  of  the  sample.  These 
comments  are  summarized  below. 

The  most  frequent  comment  made  by  guided  anglers  was  that  a 
possible  damsite  proposed  for  Reach  4 of  the  river  should  not 
be  built.  This  comment  was  made  by  1 1 guided  anglers  and  it 
is  suspected  that  this  may  reflect  the  guides'  concerns  for 
the  future  of  the  river. 

Four  of  the  respondents  mentioned  how  much  they  enjoyed 
Calgary  and  city  residents  and  noted  that  this  enhanced  their 
trip  to  the  river. 

Three  respondents  expressed  a need  to  limit  the  number  of 
boats  on  the  river,  particularly  motorized  boats.  These 
people  expressed  a desire  to  keep  the  river  as  natural  as 
possible  and  to  prevent  over-fishing  and  crowding  associated 
with  extensive  use  of  boats. 

Another  three  respondents  commented  on  the  fishing 
regulations  for  the  river.  All  liked  the  catch-and-release 
approach  to  fishing  and  expressed  a desire  to  see  a "no-kill" 
fishery.  One  respondent  suggested  limiting  the  river  to  fly- 
fishing only.  For  the  section  of  the  Bow  River  used  by  guided 
anglers,  current  regulations  allow  use  of  artificial  lures 
only,  and  trout  under  40  cm  (16  in.)  may  be  kept. 

Two  respondents  expressed  a desire  to  see  the  river  kept 
accessible  to  everyone.  There  appeared  to  be  some  concern 
that  guides  and  their  clients  might  be  given  preferential 
rights  on  the  river  and  this  might  lead  to  limited 
accessibility  for  non-guided  anglers. 
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TABLE  17 


FUTURE  USE  EXPECTATIONS  OF  GUIDED  ANGLERS:  1986  SEASON 

(Sample  Results) 


Will  Return 
River  Again 

to  the  Bow 
this  Season 

Number  of 
Responses 

Per  cent 
of  Total 

Yes 

9 

12.0 

No 

65 

86.7 

Don't 

Know 

1 

1.3 

TOTAL 

75 

100.0 

TABLE  18 

FUTURE  USE  EXPECTATIONS  OF  GUIDED  ANGLERS; 

(Sample  Results) 

Will  Return  to  the  Bow  Number  of 

River  in  Future  Years  Responses 

FUTURE  YEARS 

Per  cent 
of  Total 

Yes 

71 

94.7 

No 

0 

0.0 

Don ' t Know 

4 

5.3 

TOTAL 

75 

100.0 
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5.0  ECONOMIC  VALUE  OF  RECREATION 


A principal  reason  for  undertaking  this  study  was  to 
establish  the  economic  value  of  recreation  on  the  Bow  River. 
This  information  is  required  so  that  recreational  values  can 
be  compared  to  the  economic  benefits  of  other  water  uses 
(e.g.,  agriculture)  for  water  allocations  in  the  Bow  River 
basin . 

In  general,  the  value  of  recreation  can  be  defined  as  the 
amount  of  money  that  people  are  prepared  to  pay  to 

participate  in  a specific  recreational  activity  at  a 
particular  location.  This  amount  has  two  components: 

• the  costs  that  people  actually  pay  to  participate  in  an 
activity.  These  include  expenditures  on  such  things  as 
food  and  transportation  during  a recreational  trip;  and, 

• the  amount  that  people  would  be  willing  to  pay  in 

addition  to  their  actual  expenditures  on  the  trip.  Most 
recreationists  are  willing  to  pay  money  to  use 

recreational  resources  like  the  Bow  River,  but  such 

resources  are  usually  free  to  use.  Thus,  recreationists 
are  experiencing  benefits  for  which  they  do  not  have  to 
pay.  These  benefits  are  termed  consumers'  surplus.  (A 
more  detailed  discussion  of  the  concept  of  consumers' 
surplus  is  presented  in  Appendix  IV  of  Volume  2 of  this 
series . ) 

To  measure  the  economic  benefits  associated  with  guided 
angling,  a provincial  accounting  perspective  has  been 

adopted.  This  perspective  means  that  only  those  benefits 
accruing  to  residents  of  the  province  need  be  considered,  so 
that  consumers'  surplus  benefits  experienced  by  visitors  to 
Alberta  have  not  been  measured.  Given  the  relatively  small 
number  of  Alberta  residents  using  guide  services  and  the  lack 
of  survey  information  for  this  group,  only  the  expenditure 
component  of  recreational  value  has  been  addressed  in  this 
report. 

5 . 1 Expenditures 

To  fish  the  Bow  River,  guided  anglers  had  to  incur  a variety 

of  costs  during  their  trip.  These  included  such  things  as 

transportation,  food,  lodging,  fishing  gear,  guide  fees  and 
other  items.  During  the  interviews,  guided  anglers  were  asked 
to  estimate  their  personal  expenditures  for  the  entire  trip, 
using  the  categories  listed  above.  Many  of  the  respondents 
answered  in  US  dollars,  and  these  figures  have  been  adjusted 
to  Canadian  dollar  equivalents  using  an  exchange  rate  of 
1.385.  This  exchange  rate  is  the  average  rate  for  the  months 
of  July  through  September  1986. 
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TABLE  19 


DETAILS  OF  TRIP  EXPENDITURES  BY  GUIDED  ANGLERS 
Expenditure  Average  Per  cent  Estimated  Total 


Item 

Expenditure 

of  Total 

Expenditures 

Transportation 

$440.58 

19.4 

$524  700 

Lodging 

380.77 

16.8 

453  500 

Restaurant 

317.08 

14.0 

377  600 

Entertainment 

28.80 

1.3 

34  300 

Fishing  Gear 

124.05 

5.5 

147  800 

Guide  Fee 

919.16 

40.6 

1 094  700 

Other 

54.30 

2.4 

64  700 

TOTAL 

$2  264.74 

100.0 

$2  697  300 

95  % C.I. 

± $255.70 

± $304  500 

Expenditures  attributable  to  the 

Bow  River: 

“ proportion  of 

total  96  % 

96  % 

- amount 

$2  173.08 

$2  588  100 

- 95  % C.I. 

± $265,33 

± $316  000 

FIGURE  5 

EXPENDITURE  PATTERNS  OF  GUIDED  ANGLERS 


Guide  Fee  (40.6%) 


Based  on  survey  responses,  guided  anglers  spent  an  average  of 
about  $2  265  during  their  visit  to  the  Calgary  area.  There 
was  some  variation  in  the  amount  spent,  but  the  results 
suggest  that  this  estimate  is  accurate  to  within  ± $256  at  a 
95  per  cent  level  of  confidence.  An  analysis  of  variance  was 
conducted  to  identify  significant  sources  of  this  variation, 
but  no  such  factors  were  found. 

A detailed  breakdown  of  average  angler  expenditures  is 
presented  in  Table  19  for  each  of  the  categories  used.  The 
data  show  that  the  guide  fee  is  the  most  significant  trip 
cost,  representing  40  per  cent  of  the  total.  Transportation, 
lodging  and  restaurant  costs  accounted  for  another  50  per 
cent  of  trip  costs.  The  remaining  10  per  cent  included 
expenditures  on  entertainment,  fishing  gear  for  their  trip 
and  miscellaneous  items. 

An  estimate  of  total  expenditures  is  also  shown  in  Table  19 
and  is  based  on  the  1 191  anglers  known  to  have  used  guiding 
services  in  1986.  The  calculations  show  that  total 
expenditures  by  guided  anglers  amounted  to  nearly  $2.70 
million,  and  this  estimate  is  considered  accurate  to  within 
± $0.31  million  at  a 95  per  cent  level  of  confidence. 

5 . 2 Expenditures  Attributable  to  the  Bow  River 

While  guided  anglers  spent  $2.70  million  to  fish  the  Bow 
River  in  1986,  not  all  of  this  amount  can  be  directly 
attributed  to  the  Bow  River.  As  noted  in  Table  6,  6.6  per 
cent  of  survey  respondents  indicated  that  the  Bow  River  was 
not  their  sole  reason  for  visiting  the  Calgary  area  and  so 
only  a portion  of  their  expenditures  can  be  attributed  to  the 
river.  This  portion  has  been  assumed  to  be  50  per  cent  of 
expenditures  for  those  people  who  listed  the  Bow  River  to  be 
of  some  importance  (minor  or  major)  and  none  of  the 
expenditures  made  by  people  for  whom  the  Bow  River  was  of  no 
importance  in  deciding  to  visit  the  Calgary  area.  With  these 
assumptions,  total  expenditures  attributable  to  the  Bow  River 
are  estimated  to  have  been  $2.59  million. 

This  estimate  of  total  spending  by  guided  anglers  is  one 
measure  of  the  benefits  of  recreation  on  the  Bow  River.  The 
total  of  $2.59  million  represents  the  "price"  that  guided 
anglers  actually  paid  to  fish  the  Bow  River  during  the  fall 
and  winter  of  1986. 
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A second  measure  of  economic  benefit  resulting  from 
recreation  on  the  Bow  River  is  the  amount  of  money  that 
guided  anglers  added  to  the  provincial  economy.  As  most 
guided  anglers  were  visitors  to  Alberta,  any  money  that  these 
visitors  spent  inside  the  province  represents  an  increase  in 
gross  revenue  for  the  provincial  economy. 

To  estimate  these  provincial  income  benefits,  it  is  necessary 
to  deduct  transportation  expenditures  that  occurred  outside 
the  province.  Interview  information  showed  that  89  per  cent 
of  guided  anglers  travelled  to  Calgary  area  by  airplane  while 
the  remainder  used  private  vehicles.  As  airline  tickets  and 
gasoline  for  vehicles  were  likely  purchased  outside  the 
province,  total  spending  in  the  province  is  then  estimated  to 
have  been  about  $2.06  million. 

A second  adjustment  to  the  estimate  is  required  because  not 
all  guided  anglers  were  visitors  to  the  province.  The 
estimate  of  $2.06  million  includes  about  $0.11  million  of 
expenditures  by  Alberta  residents.  These  expenditures  were 
not  additions  to  the  provincial  economy  and  should  be 
excluded  from  the  total.  Thus,  total  provincial  expenditure 
benefits  from  guided  anglers  were  about  $1.95  million. 

The  estimate  of  $1.95  million  represents  gross  expenditures 
by  guided  anglers  and  does  not  consider  the  costs  of 
providing  the  goods  and  services  consumed  by  guided  anglers. 
The  net  value  of  guided  angling  activities  on  the  river  could 
be  estimated  by  subtracting  these  costs  from  the  gross 
expenditures,  but  this  is  beyond  the  terms  of  reference  for 
this  study. 
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6.0  SUMMARY  AND  CONCLUSIONS 


While  the  preceding  analysis  has  presented  a great  deal  of 
information  on  guided  angling  activities  on  the  Bow  River 
during  1986,  only  parts  of  this  information  address  the 
specific  objectives  of  the  Bow  River  Recreation  Study.  This 
concluding  section  of  the  report  briefly  addresses  these 
objectives . 

6 . 1 Summary 

In  developing  the  design  for  the  Guided  Angler  Survey,  three 
fundamental  questions  were  posed,  and  these  questions  can  now 
be  answered  as  follows. 

How  much  guided  angler  activity  occurs  on  the  Bow  River? 

The  study  found  that  1 191  anglers  used  the 
services  of  10  angling  guides/guide  companies 
during  the  period  from  June  1 to  November  30,  1986. 
Angler  effort  during  this  period  amounted  to  2 960 
anger-days . 

Nearly  all  guided  anglers  visited  the  Calgary  area 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  fishing  the  Bow  River. 

Who  uses  angling  guides  to  fish  the  Bow  River? 

The  vast  majority  of  guided  anglers  were  from  the 
United  States.  Approximately  half  of  them  had  made 
previous  visits  to  the  Bow  River,  and  95  per  cent 
were  planning  to  fish  the  river  again  in  future 
years.  The  majority  of  anglers  (85  per  cent)  rated 
the  quality  of  fishing  on  the  Bow  River  above 
average . 

Almost  all  guided  anglers  were  men,  and  the  largest 
proportion  of  anglers  were  in  the  45  to  54  age 
group.  Two-thirds  of  these  people  earned  in  excess 
of  $70  000  US  per  year.  Guided  anglers  were  avid 
fishermen,  fishing  an  average  42.6  days  per  year. 

What  are  the  economic  benefits  associated  with  guided 
angling? 

Guided  anglers  spent  a total  of  $2.70  million 
during  their  visit  to  the  Calgary  area,  and  $2.59 
million  of  this  represents  the  economic  benefit  of 
recreation  on  the  Bow  River. 

Spending  by  guided  anglers  visiting  the  province 
added  about  $1.95  million  to  the  provincial 
economy . 
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6 . 2 Discussion 


Based  on  the  expenditure  data  presented  above,  the  guided 
angling  industry  on  the  Bow  River  clearly  provides 
substantial  economic  benefits  for  both  the  provincial  and 
regional  economies.  This  conclusion  is  supported  by  the 
survey  results,  but  it  was  noted  earlier  that  the  sample  of 
anglers  interviewed  was  not  exactly  representative  of  the 
known  population  of  guided  anglers.  Anglers  from  the  United 
States  were  over-represented  in  the  sample,  and  it  is 
necessary  to  consider  what  effects  this  may  have  had  on  the 
preceding  analysis. 

First,  it  must  be  noted  that  guided  anglers  appear  to  be  a 
fairly  homogeneous  group  in  terms  of  angling  preferences, 
income,  age,  sex,  and  annual  fishing  patterns.  For  this 
reason,  data  variations  are  likely  not  heavily  influenced  by 
angler  origin.  Thus,  most  of  the  descriptive  data  presented 
in  the  report  are  reasonably  accurate  descriptions  of  the 
population  of  guided  anglers. 

Second,  the  estimate  of  average  expenditures  per  angler  is 
probably  higher  than  a representative  sample  would  have 
produced.  Anglers  from  Alberta  likely  faced  much  lower 
transportation  and  accommodation  costs  than  did  people  from 
the  United  States,  so  over-representation  of  U.S.  anglers  in 
the  sample  probably  inflated  the  spending  estimates.  While  an 
analysis  of  variance  on  the  expenditure  data  showed  that 
angler  origin  did  not  have  a significant  effect  on 
expenditures,  there  was  not  enough  information  on  guided 
anglers  from  Alberta  to  support  this  conclusion. 

Third,  while  the  estimate  of  $2.59  million  may  be  based  on 
inflated  expenditure  information,  it  should  be  added  that 
consumers'  surplus  for  Alberta  residents  was  not  included  in 
the  survey  of  guided  anglers.  These  benefits  can  be  sizable 
(equivalent  to  49  per  cent  of  expenditures  for  water-based 
recreation)  and  their  omission  probably  offsets  the  effects 
of  inflated  expenditure  data  in  determining  the  overall 
recreational  benefits  of  the  Bow  River  for  guided  anglers. 

Fourth,  for  estimating  the  provincial  income  benefits  from 
guided  angling,  the  procedure  used  to  determine  these 
benefits  ($1.95  million)  purposely  excluded  spending  by 
Alberta  residents  (at  the  inflated  rate  of  $2  265  per 
angler) . Consequently,  this  procedure  negated  the  effects  of 
over-representation  of  U.S.  anglers  in  the  overall  sample 
results  and  provides  a conservative  estimate  of  provincial 
income  benefits. 
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APPENDIX  I 

GUIDED  ANGLER  SURVEY 
QUESTIONNAIRE 


INTERVIEW  NO:  I I i i t 


BOW 


1 > ) « 


RIVER 

GUIDED 


TIME:  L r 1 11 

(24  hour  clock) 


ANGLER 

SURVEY 


Hello,  I'm  doing  a survey  on  behalf  of  the  provincial 
government  and  I wonder  if  I might  have  a few  moments 
of  your  time  this  morning  to  ask  some  questions  about 
your  fishing  activities  on  the  Bow  River. 


INTERVIEWER:  I 1 

11 

m d 

DATE:  frill 

IS  14  1«  It 

INTERVIEW  LOCATION 


GUIDE  NAME  L-  1 I 

as  34 


Tour  cooperation  with  the  study  would  be  greatly 
appreciated.  Any  information  you  provide  will  be 
kept  strictly  confidential. 

A.  VISIT  CHARACTERISTICS 


LLl  J JL,.1J 


1) 


2)a. 


b. 


c. 


3) 


Where  do  you  normally  reside? 

(Nearest  commxinity) 

IF  FROM  ALBERTA,  GO  TO  QUESTION  2C. 

How  many  days  have  you  spent  in  Alberta  so 
far  on  this  trip? 

How  many  more  days  do  you  plan  to  spend  in 
Alberta  on  this  trip? 

In  total,  bow  many  days  will  you  spend  in  the 
Calgary  area  on  this  trip? 


What  is  your  main  reason  for  visiting  the 
Calgary  area? 


name 

province /state 
country 


L_L 


days 

days 


[_i I days 

4S  *4  ' 


I 


I 


O Visiting  friends  and/or 
relatives 
O Sport  fishing 
O General  vacation  or  pleasur 
O Business 


I 


I 


O other  (specify) 


I 


4) 


Did  you  choose  to  visit  the  Calgary  area  as 
part  of  a longer  trip  or  as  your  principal 
destination? 

IF  PART  OF  A LONGER  TRIP;  What  Is  your 
principal  destination  on  this  trip? 


1—1 

m 

O Longer  trip 
O Principal  destination 


5) 


What  mode  of  travel  did  you  use  to  reach 
Calgary? 


O private  car 
O airplane 
O train. 

O bus 

O rental  vehicle 


6) 


Did  you  make  this  trip  by  yourself  or  come 
as  part  of  a group: 


O single 
O group 


IF  GROUP ; How  many  people  are  In  the 
group? 


I I I people 

■7  M 


L_1 


u 


What  type  of  group  are  you  visiting 
with? 


O family 
O couple 

O friends  | j 

O organized  group 
O other  


7)  Besides  fishing,  what  other  recreational 
activities  will  3^u  and  members  of  your 
group  participate  In  during  your  trip  to 
the  Calgary  area? 

Activities 

1.  

2.  

3.  

4.  

5.  


Angling  Activities 


I.  , ] ■ j 


Number  of  Times 


Number  of  People 


I I ,j 

U M 


8)  How  Important  a consideration  was  the  Bow 
River  %dien  you  made  your  decision  to  visit 
the  Calgary  area? 


O no  Importance 

O minor  Importance  | | 

O major  Importance  ** 
O sole  reason 


9)  How  many  days  so  far  have  you  spent  fishing 
on  the  Bow  River  on  this  trip? 


1 I I days 

M 44 
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*.0)  Do  you  prefer  cecching  rainbow  trout  or 
brown  trout? 


O rainbow  trout 

O brown  trout  | | 

O no  preference  " 


LI)  Have  you  caught  any  trout  so  far  on  this 
trip? 


O les 
O No 


12)  What  factors  helped  you  decide  to  fish  on 
the  Bow  River?  {LIST  IN  ORDER  OF 
IMPORTANCE) 


1. 

2. 

3. 


13)  Are  you  extremely  satisfied,  somewhat 
satisfied  or  dissatisfied  with  the  quality 
of  fishing  on  the  Bow  River? 


O extremely  satisfied 
O somewhat  satisfied 
O dissatisfied 


Reasons 


14)  On  how  loany  days  do  you  fish  In  an  average 
year? 


13)  How  do  you  rate  the  quality  of  the  angling 
experience  on  the  Bow  River  compared  to 
other  rivers  that  you  visit? 


O above  average 
O average 
O below  average 


16)  Have  you  fished  on  the  Bow  River  prior  to 
1986? 

Do  you  plan  on  returning  to  fish  In  the  Bow 
River  again  this  season? 


O Yes 
O No 

O Yes 
O No 


Do  you  plan  on  recurnlng  to  fish  la  Che  Bow 
River  In  future  years? 


O Yes 
O No 


LJ 


TO 


17)  Sex  of  the  respondent? 


O Male  I 1 

O Female 


18)  Please  look  at  this  card  and  tell  me  which 
category  you  belong  to 
(HAND  RESPONDENT  CARD  B) 


0 

1. 

15 

to 

19 

years 

old 

0 

2. 

20 

to 

34 

years 

old 

0 

3. 

35 

to 

44 

years 

old 

0 

4. 

45 

to 

54 

years 

old 

0 

5. 

55 

to 

64 

years 

old 

0 

6. 

65 

years 

and  older 
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Economic  laforaatlon 


19)  How  much  will  you  spend  during  your  visit 
to  Calgary  area  on  each  of  the  following 
items? 


I a 


1 T 


j-J 

4- 

u 


u 


J_l 


M ar  ' W ' » ' 

* L[  II  I 

« aa  ii  j* 


transports t ion/ trave. 

lodging 

restaurants 

entertainment 

fishing  gear 
specifically  for  thi 
trip 

guides /fishing  tour 
other 


Are  these  amounts  in  Canadian  or  U.S. 
Dollars? 


O Canadian  $ 

O U.S..  $ I I 

as 


NON-ALBERTANS,  GO  TO  QUESTION  21. 

0)  How  many  days  did  you  spend  fishing  on  the 
Bow  River  in  the  last  12  months? 


L^J  days 


The  following  question  is  designed  to 
determine  the  value  of  the  Bow  River  as  a 
recreation  source.  This  question  is  based 
on  a hypothetical  situation  and  your 
answers  are  extremely  important. 

Imagine  that  you  had  to  pay  a daily  entry 
fee  in  order  to  participate  in  recreation 
activities  on  the  Bow  River,  just  aa  entry 
fees  are  paid  for  movies  or  sporting 
events . 


How  many  days  would  you  have  spend  fishing 
on  the  Bow  River  during  the  last  12  months 
if  you  had  been  required  to  pay: 


$0.50 

per 

day 

1 — 1 — 1 days 

41  43  ^ 

$1.00- 

per 

day 

1 1 1 

1 LJ 

44  44 

days 

$2.00 

per 

day 

kr-LJ  days 

$5.00 

per 

day 

1 — 1 1 

days 

$10.00 

per 

day 

1 1 1 days 

$15.00 

per 

day 

1 ^ 1 

M sr 

days 

At  what  daily  charge  would  you 

have  stopped 

1 1 1 1 per 

day 

using  the  Bow  River  altogether? 

M *0  M 

21)  To  put  this  value  quasclon  Into  an  acononlc 
parapactlva,  please  look  at  this  card  and 
tell  oa  which  range  best  describes  your 
gross  personal  income  for  1985 • 


(HAND  RESPONDENT  CARD  "B".  THIS  QUESTION 
IS  OPTIONAL) 


O under  $10,000 
O $10,000  - $19,999 
O $20,000  - $29,999 
O $30,000  - $39,999 
O $40,000  - $49,999 
O $50,000  - $59,999 
O $60,000  - $69,999 
O over  $70,000 


Canadian  O 
O.S.  U 


(THANK  RESPONDENTS  FOR  THEIR  ASSISTANCE  AND 
TELL  THEM  THE  OVERALL  RESULTS  OP  THE  SURVET 
WILL  BE  PUBLICLY  AVAILABLE  IN  (1987). 


n 
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